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ABSTRACT

In recent years there has been an increased emphasis on utilization of
feedback for developmental purposes (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010; Levy &
Williams, 2004). Goal orientation is a mental framework individuals use to

respond to and interpret situations (Yeo & Neal, 2004). The process model of
goal orientation and feedback-seeking proposed by Park et al. (2007)

hypothesized that an individuals’ cost and value perceptions of feedback-seeking
were related to their goal orientation which further lead to the preference for and
choice of feedback type. The current study attempted to further evaluate the

model proposed by Park et al. (2007), by examining these relationships in an

applied setting. Specifically, this study hypothesized that an individuals’ cost and
value perceptions of feedback-seeking were related to their goal orientation

which further led to the preference for certain types of feedback (Park et al.,
2007). Path analysis using EQS software was used in order to test study
hypotheses. This study contributed to existing literature as results were different

than predicted by previous research. The present research reinforced that high

performance-prove goal oriented individuals view feedback as a valuable means

to demonstrate their competence. The differences in findings of this study
compared to previous research reflect that learning goal orientation is in fact

related to ego cost and self-presentation cost. The findings from the present
study overall suggest that costs associated with feedback-seeking are a
significant influence on the choice to seek feedback.

iii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank my advisor, Dr. Mark Agars for his patience and

assistance in reviewing my drafts. I greatly appreciate the time he invested in the
development of this research. I also thank Dr. Ken Shultz and Dr. Matt Riggs for

serving on my committee and providing me with helpful feedback to strengthen
the development of this research.

1 would especially like to thank my fiance, parents, my sister, family, close
friends, and co-workers for supporting and standing by me in my decision to

move across the country to pursue my master’s degree. They have helped me

tremendously by motivating me and understanding in times of pressure. Thank

you all for your love and support, I would not be who 1 am or where I am today
without it!

iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABSTRACT................
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

iii

....................................................................

iv

CHAPTER ONE: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction...........................................................................................

Types of Goal Orientation...................

1

5

Learning Goal Orientation......................................................

5

Performance Goal Orientation................................................

6

Dimensionality .......................................................................

6

Ability ......................................................................................

8

Locus of Control......................................................................

9

10

Task Difficulty..............................................................

Feedback-Seeking Behavior..................................................... ........ 11

Present Study......................................................................................

14

Cost and Value Perceptions.......................................

14

16

Expectancy Value..................................................

Appraisal Value......... ..............................................................
Ego Cost...................................................................................

17
18

Self-Presentation Cost..........................................................

Types of Feedback..................................................................

19

19

CHAPTER TWO: METHODS

Participants.......... .........................................................

v

22

Procedures.....................................................

22

Measures...............

23

CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS................

26

Assumptions..............................

27

Reliability.........................

27

Model Estimation................................................................................ 28

Direct Effects...................................................................................... 29
CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION...........................................................

32

Directions for Future Research........ .................................................. 38
Limitations.......................................................

40

Practical Implications...... ......................................

41

Conclusion...........................................................

43

APPENDIX A: IRB APPROVAL LETTER.......................................

45

APPENDIX B: INFORMED CONSENT..............................

47

APPENDIX C: MEASURES ......................................................................... 49
APPENDIX D: INFORMATION STATEMENT..............................................

57

APPENDIX E: TABLES........................................................................

59

APPENDIX F: FIGURES............................................................................... 63

REFERENCES.............................................................................................. 66

vi

CHAPTER ONE
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

In recent years there has been an increased emphasis on utilization of

feedback for developmental purposes (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010; Levy &
Williams, 2004). Feedback is a critical component to success in an organization

(Park, Schmidt, Scheu, & DeShon, 2007; Goldstein & Ford, 2002; Milheim &
Martin, 1991). As leadership and career progression remain important

components for competition, feedback will continue to be an essential tool for
employees (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010). The importance of the feedback-seeking

process also continues to grow as jobs become increasingly complex and
employees are encouraged to be autonomous in their responsibilities (Morrison &
Vancouver, 2000; Vancouver & Morrison, 1995). An individual often seeks
feedback to gain insight into how they are performing relative to others, which

provides explanations of any faulty behavior as well as alternative behavior, and

to gain assurance regarding positive aspects of their behavior (Park et al., 2007).
Each of these feedback scenarios reflects different types of feedback; normative,
diagnostic, and assurance respectively (Park et al., 2007). Individual perceptions

of costs and values associated with feedback-seeking will also differ based on
their goal orientation.
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Goal orientation is a mental framework individuals use to respond to and
interpret situations (Yeo & Neal, 2004). Goal orientation is usually conceptualized
as a trait that can predict individual differences in areas such as performance
(Seijts, Latham, Tasa, & Latham, 2004; Yeo & Neal, 2004). It is important to

understand goal orientation as a motivational trait because goal orientation drives

individuals to behave in certain ways. It is also important to understand that each
individual will possess different motives or be oriented toward one type of goal
orientation over another. An individual’s proclivity toward a specific goal
orientation will further influence other behaviors and their performance. In other

words, an individual’s tendency toward one type of goal orientation over another

is an antecedent toward behavior such as feedback-seeking (Park et al., 2007;
Vandewalle & Cummings, 1997).

Although research has identified goal orientation and cost and value
perceptions as antecedents to feedback seeing (Ashford, 1986; Park et al.,

2007), very little research has addressed more specific and meaningful links

between these constructs. Research has identified that there is a link between an
individual’s goal orientation, cost and value perceptions, and feedback-seeking

behavior (Park et al., 2007), however how specific cost and value perceptions
are related to type of goal orientation and feedback-seeking has received little

attention. Another area in which research is lacking includes the application of
goal orientation and feedback-seeking research to organizational settings. Goal

orientation is predominantly researched within educational settings but, research
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is expanding to include organizational settings. These gaps in goal orientation
research provided the foundation for the present study. The general purpose of
the present research is to further extend goal orientation research within the

organizational domain by further validating the relationships between an
individual’s goal orientation, cost and value perceptions, and feedback-seeking
behavior.
The process model of goal orientation and feedback-seeking proposed by

Park et al. (2007) hypothesized that an individuals’ cost and value perceptions of
feedback-seeking were related to their goal orientation which further lead to the
preference for and choice of feedback type. In testing the process model, Park et

al. (2007) demonstrated that learning goal orientation and performance-prove
goal orientation were positively related to expectancy value such that higher

learning goal orientation was associated with higher perceptions of expectancy
value and higher performance-prove goal orientation was also associated with

higher perceptions of expectancy value. Learning goal orientation was positively
related to appraisal value and performance-prove goal orientation was positively
related to appraisal value (Park et al., 2007). In other words, higher learning goal

orientation was associated with higher perceptions of expectancy value and
higher performance-prove goal orientation was associated with higher

perceptions of appraisal value.

Park et al. (2007) also demonstrated that performance-prove goal
orientation was positively related to ego cost and performance-avoid goal
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orientation was positively related to ego cost such that higher performance-prove

goal orientation was associated with higher perceptions of ego cost and higher

performance-avoid goal orientation was also associated with higher perceptions
of ego cost. Counter to expectations, learning goal orientation was not

significantly related to ego cost (Park et al., 2007). Performance-avoid goal
orientation was positively related to self-presentation cost such that higher

performance-avoid goal orientation was associated with higher self-presentation
costs (Park et al., 2007). Contrary to predictions, learning goal orientation was

not significantly related to self-presentation cost (Park et al., 2007).
Finally, Park et al. (2007) found that expectancy value was positively
related to preference for diagnostic feedback. Appraisal value was positively

related to preference for normative feedback and although not hypothesized,
appraisal value was positively related to preference for assurance feedback. Self
presentation cost was positively related to preference for assurance feedback

and also positively related to the preference for no feedback. Park et al. (2007)
hypothesized that ego cost would be positively related to preference for no

feedback however; this hypothesis was not supported.
in general, Park et al. (2007) found support for the majority of hypotheses

in the proposed process model of goal orientation. One of the key contributions
made by Park et al. (2007) was the examination of four categories of cost and
value perceptions which include expectancy value, appraisal value, ego cost, and

self-presentation cost. Factor analysis performed by Park et al. (2007) confirmed
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the four distinct categories of cost and values. Park et al. (2007) also provided a

broader range of feedback-seeking behaviors by including the types of feedback
individuals seek. Prior research has largely focused on the frequency of

feedback-seeking behavior or simply whether or not an individual seeks

feedback. Although Park et al. (2007) provided several meaningful contributions

to research on feedback-seeking behavior, there are several limitations that
should be considered. For example, Park at al. (2007) conducted their study in a

lab setting and used a computer simulated work environment. This provided a
great deal of experimental control however; using a computer simulated work

environment does not fully represent important applied elements. That is,

performance consequences did not really exist in the Park et al. (2007) computer
simulated work environment. The current study will attempt to further validate the
process model of goal orientation and feedback-seeking proposed by Park et al.

(2007), by examining these relationships in an applied setting.

Types of Goal Orientation
Learning Goal Orientation
Learning goal orientation is illustrated by an individual’s desire to increase

competence through development of new skills and mastering new situations
(Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Colquitt & Simmering, 1998; Yeo & Neal, 2004).

Learning goal orientation is also referred to as mastery goal orientation (Kaplan &

Maehr, 2007). There are numerous behaviors learning goal oriented individuals
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will likely exhibit. These include directing attention on the knowledge and skills
needed for task proficiency, making sure allocation of resources is to the task,
and interpreting mistakes as feedback for development (Yeo & Neal, 2004).
Learning goal oriented individuals believe that effort leads to success
(VandeWalle, 2003).

Performance Goal Orientation
Performance goal orientation is evident when an individual desires to
demonstrate their level of competence to others and by the desire to be positively
evaluated by others (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996).

There are several behaviors performance goal oriented individuals will likely
display. These include achieving a positive evaluation of their abilities and

performance, avoiding a negative evaluation of their abilities and performance,
devoting resources to and focusing attention on impression management rather

than on the task itself, viewing mistakes as threatening, withdrawing from tasks in

the face of obstacles, and using strategies that minimize the amount of effort
required to perform a task (Yeo & Neal, 2004). Performance goal orientated

individuals view effort as having a less positive influence because it is not viewed
as a useful method for developing ability (VandeWalle, 2003).

Dimensionality
Early research explains goal orientation as a one-dimensional or bipolar
construct on a single continuum with learning goal orientation at one end of the

continuum and performance goal orientation on the other end of the continuum
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(Dweck, 1986; Nicholls 1984). However, most research defines goal orientation
as having two distinct dimensions. These dimensions include learning goal
orientation and performance goal orientation.

Button et al. (1996) suggest that, “learning goals and performance goals
are neither mutually exclusive, nor contradictory” (p. 28). According to Button et

al. (1996) although individuals will likely favor one type of goal orientation over
the other it is possible to be simultaneously motivated by both learning and

performance goal orientation. In other words an individual may be motivated to
improve their skills and perform better than other individuals. Colquitt and

Simmering (1998) mention that it is possible for an individual to be
simultaneously motivated by both learning and performance goal orientation

however; learning and performance goal orientation are best conceptualized as

independent dimensions. Bell and Kozlowski (2002) support the interpretation of
learning and performance goal orientation as distinct and independent

constructs.
Other authors disagree with the notion that goal orientation is twodimensional and break goal orientation down into three dimensions. This model

includes learning goal orientation and performance goal orientation divided into
performance-prove and performance-avoid (Creed, King, Hood, & McKenzie,
2009; Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002; Seijts et al., 2004; Sideridis,
2005). Individuals with a performance-avoid orientation focus on the possibility of

failure and the possibility of invalid judgments of their competence. This focus on
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failure leads to the individual having heightened awareness of negative stimuli,

perceiving difficulties as threats, and engaging in withdrawal strategies to avoid

negative judgments of competence (Creed et al., 2009; Seijts et al., 2004).
Performance-prove oriented individuals focus on demonstrating their
competence and acquiring favorable judgments from others. Although

performance-prove and performance-avoid orientations are separate dimensions,
many of the relationships between goal orientation and feedback-seeking

variables are similar for performance-prove and performance-avoid orientations

(VandeWalle, 2003). It is important to recognize the dimensions of goal
orientation because they will influence organizational behaviors, cost and value

perceptions, and performance.

Goal orientation is an important construct because it is related to ability,
locus of control, and task difficulty which lead to decisions on how to respond,
behave, and interpret various situations and information. Ability, locus of control,

and task difficulty will be discussed as they relate to performance goal orientation
and learning goal orientation.

Ability
Ability is the degree of competence or skills individuals possess which
allow individuals to act or behave. In learning goal orientation, ability is
associated with incremental theory (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Button et al., 1996;
Colquitt & Simmering, 1998). Ability is viewed as a malleable attribute that can be

expanded through effort, persistence and experience. In performance goal
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orientation ability is associated with entity theory (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Button
et al., 1996; Colquitt & Simmering, 1998). Ability is seen as a fixed and

uncontrollable attribute that cannot be increased. Performance goal oriented
individuals attempt to create the impression that they have high ability and avoid

situations in which they will be perceived as having low ability (Dweck, 1986;

Kaplan & Maehr, 2007). Individuals with a high performance goal orientation
believe that putting forth increased effort is an indicator of low ability because

someone who has high ability would not need to put forth extra effort to
accomplish a task or goal.
Locus of Control

Goal orientation and locus of control research have both examined the

perception an individual has regarding personal control over life components
(Button et al., 1996; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). However, the specific components

on which each of these areas of research focus, differ. Locus of control reflects
an individuals’ perceived control over rewards or outcomes (Button et al, 1996;

Rotter, 1966; Spector, 1988). Goal orientation focuses on an individuals’

perceived control over their ability or competence that lead to rewards or
outcomes (Button, et al., 1996).

The relationship between goal orientation and locus of control is
determined by the way in which ability is viewed (Button et al., 1996; Dweck &

Leggett; 1988). Since performance goal oriented individuals believe ability is
uncontrollable and fixed, their perceived control over outcomes will likely be
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influenced by their perceived level of competence. For example, if an individual
believes they do not have the ability to perform a certain task they will likely

believe they have no control over receiving the reward associated with the task.

Learning goal oriented individuals perceive greater control over outcomes
(Button et al., 1996). If a high learning goal oriented individual believes they do

not have the level ability necessary to arrive at the desired outcome, high

learning goal oriented individuals believe they can develop the ability to arrive at
the desired outcome if they put forth an increased amount of effort.
Task Difficulty

According to Bell and Kozlowski (2002), “it is important to consider how

individuals with different levels of goal orientation direct their effort” (p. 499). Goal

orientation influences an individual’s response to task difficulty and task failure
differently depending on which type of goal orientation is dominant. Performance

goal orientation is displayed by strong desire to impress others by focusing on

the outcome of performance (Seijts et al., 2004). These individuals typically
adopt a maladaptive response pattern which means they show less interest in or

avoid difficult tasks and have greater chance of withdrawing from tasks (Bell &

Kozlowski, 2002). Instead individuals with a performance goal orientation seek
less challenging tasks in which they believe they have the ability to succeed (Bell

& Kozlowski, 2002; Colquitt & Simmering, 1998). When performance goal

oriented individuals are faced with failure they exhibit negative affect and blame
failure on low ability (Button et al., 1996).
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Focusing on methods that allow the individual to master the task at hand

in order to enhance competence is characteristic of learning goal orientation
(Seijts et al, 2004). Individuals with a learning goal orientation tend to engage in

an adaptive response pattern in that they persist through failure and pursue
difficult or challenging tasks (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Button et al., 1996; Colquitt

& Simmering, 1998). Also, when faced with failure learning goal oriented
individuals see this failure as useful feedback (Button et al., 1996).

Feedback-Seeking Behavior

Ashford and Cummings (1983) defined feedback-seeking as, “a conscious
devotion of effort toward determining the correctness and adequacy of behaviors
for attaining valued end states.” Feedback plays a large role in organizations and

is likely one of the most applicable areas within an organization to consider goal
orientation. It has been suggested that goal orientation is a central influence in

the feedback-seeking process (VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997; VandeWalle,
2003). For instance, individuals evaluate organizational expectations and goals,

as well as their progress toward meeting those expectations and goals (Morrison
& Vancouver, 2000; Ashford & Tsui, 1991; Morrison, 1993). Members of

organizations use methods of feedback-seeking to address uncertainties in
organizational expectations and goals (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; VandeWalle,
2003; Morrison & Vancouver, 2000; Miller & Jablin, 1991).Thus, feedback

seeking is an essential resource for addressing employee uncertainty because
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feedback-seeking can assist in clarifying role expectations, determining whether
work behaviors are appropriate, and evaluating and improving performance

(Vandewalle, Challagalla, Ganesan, Brown, 2000). In general, feedback is used

for behavior regulation to help keep employee behavior directed toward goals
and can also influence acceptance of and commitment to goals (e.g.,

performance goals, overall organizational goals, etc.).

There are three motives underlying the feedback-seeking process (Levy et
al., 1995) which include the desire to seek feedback in order to reduce
uncertainty, the desire to protect one’s ego, and the desire to manage one’s
impression (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Levy et al., 1995). Feedback is often

sought through two methods, inquiry and monitoring (Ashford & Cummings,

1983; Levy et al., 1995; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997; VandeWalie et al.,
2000). Inquiry refers to directly asking another individual for feedback and

monitoring occurs when an individual observes their environment and behavior of
others for feedback (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Levy et al., 1995; VandeWaile,

2003; VandeWalie & Cummings, 1997; VandeWalie et al., 2000).

Feedback-seeking behavior is related to goal orientation because one of
the functions that motivate individuals to seek feedback is the type of goal
orientation they align with most. Thus, individuals may desire feedback however

efforts to seek feedback may be increased or decreased for a variety of reasons
(Levy et al., 2007). Understanding the variables that increase or deter individuals
from seeking feedback has become a significant concern for organizational
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researchers because the feedback-seeking process continues to gain importance
as jobs become increasingly complex (Morrison & Vancouver, 2000; Vancouver
& Morrison, 1995).

In performance goal orientation, feedback is viewed as an evaluation and
judgment about the self and revealing of one’s competency level (VandeWalle,
2003). Individuals with a performance goal orientation have the desire to manage

their impression by making a positive self-presentation toward others. High

performance goal oriented individuals have the tendency to seek feedback
regarding performance outcomes and use a timing strategy when seeking

feedback. For example, individuals concerned about their impression are likely to
seek feedback promptly after a favorable event such as accomplishing a task

goal than from an event in which they decided to withdraw or were not
successful.

In learning goal orientation there is a tendency to view feedback as useful,
diagnostic information about how to correct errors and how to develop the
competencies needed fortask learning (VandeWalle, 2003). High learning goal
oriented individuals are less likely to use a timing strategy when seeking

feedback because they may seek feedback on multiple occasions and about both
favorable and unfavorable outcomes such as not successfully completing a task.
Individuals with a high learning goal orientation are more likely to seek process

feedback which involves seeking information about the strategy used by the
individual.
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An individual’s goal orientation influences the perceived value of seeking
feedback from a given source and the perceived cost of feedback-seeking could

differ by source (VandeWalle, 2003). Learning goal oriented individuals prefer
sources who have expertise because someone with expertise in an area will be

able to provide better insight on how to develop competency than someone who

does not have expertise in an area (VandeWalle, 2003). Performance goal
oriented individuals prefer sources with power rather than expertise
(VandeWalle, 2003). In other words, performance goal oriented individuals prefer
sources with power to witness their performance when they are performing well
because they believe the exposure to a source with power will allow their

performance to be seen more positively. In contrast, a source with expertise in
that particular performance area may also see that the individual is performing

well however; they may offer feedback and suggestions regarding how to

improve the individual’s performance even more which leads the performance

goal oriented individual to feel that their performance was not viewed positively.

Present Study
Cost and Value Perceptions
Individuals weigh anticipated costs and values of seeking feedback when

deciding whether or not to actively seek feedback (Ashford, 1986; Morrison &

Vancouver, 2000; Vancouver & Morrison, 1995; VandeWalle, 2003). In addition
to goal orientation, cost and value perceptions have been identified as
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antecedents of feedback-seeking (Park et al., 2007; Vandewalle & Cummings,

1997). Further, goal orientation influences the way in which individuals process
cost and value perceptions regarding feedback-seeking opportunities they

encounter (VandeWalle, 2003). The cost and value perceptions that were

utilized in the current research included expectancy value, appraisal value, ego

cost, and self-presentation cost.
Links between broad concepts of costs and values have been established

by previous research (Vandewalle & Cummings, 1997). However, previous
research fails to thoroughly address how cost and value perceptions and goal

orientation influence feedback-seeking behavior (VandeWalle, et al., 2000).

Feedback-seeking research has generally focused on outcomes of feedback
seeking and focused less on the process of seeking feedback (Fedor, 1992; Levy
et al., 1995; VandeWalle, 2003). The main outcome throughout research
regarding feedback-seeking has surrounded only the decision to seek or not to

seek feedback (Morrison & Vancouver, 2000). Fundamentally, available

research on individual difference variables such as goal orientation and cost and

value perceptions is especially broad and inconsistent (Linderbaum & Levy,
2010). Further exploration of variables that influence the process of feedback
seeking can lead to a deeper understanding of how individual differences

influence feedback-seeking behavior (VandeWalle, 2003).
The process model of goal orientation and feedback-seeking proposed by

Park et al. (2007) is one of the few examples of research regarding the process

15

of feedback-seeking. Figure 1 displays the process model of goal orientation and
feedback seeking proposed by Park et al. (2007) which was tested in the present
study. The purpose of the present research was to further validate the process

model of goal orientation; specifically, how an individual’s goal orientation is
related to their cost and value perceptions which further lead to the preference
for and choice of feedback type. Park et al. (2007) conducted factor analyses

which provided support for four distinct costs and values of feedback-seeking.
The four distinct costs and values of feedback-seeking include expectancy value,

appraisal values, ego cost, and self-presentation cost. It is important to consider
specific cost and value perceptions because this level of detail can help further
differentiate the influence these perceptions have on decisions individuals make,

the relevance of costs versus values in particular contexts, and the importance of
costs and values to individuals. Perceptions of costs and values are suggested to

be the primary determinants of feedback-seeking behavior (Ashford &

Cummings, 1983; VandeWalle, 1997; VandeWalle et al., 2000; VandeWalle,
2003).
Expectancy Value

Expectancy value is determined based on whether or not an individual
values a particular behavior (Park et al., 2007; VandeWalle, 1993; VandeWalle &

Cummings, 1997). Expectancy value also includes the extent to which the
individual expects to be successful in that behavior (Park et al., 2007;
VandeWalle, 1993; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). The belief that seeking
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feedback will be beneficial for improving performance and developing ability
demonstrates high expectancy value (Vandewalle, 1993). In other words,
feedback-seeking provides the opportunity to learn and develop competence

(Park et al., 2007). Further, since high learning goal oriented individuals perceive
seeking feedback as beneficial and instrumental in increasing competence

(VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997), it is predicted that individuals learning goal
orientation will be positively related to perceived expectancy value of seeking

feedback (Park et al., 2007). Individuals with performance-prove goal orientation
seek to demonstrate competence, are concerned about impression

management, and are focused on outcomes (Park et al., 2007). It is expected
that high performance-prove goal oriented individuals will view feedback as a
valuable means to demonstrate their competence therefore performance-prove

goal orientation will be positively related to perceived expectancy value of

seeking feedback (Park et al., 2007).

Appraisal Value
Appraisal value is determined by whether or not an individual values

evaluation of a particular behavior and ability. For example, the belief that
seeking feedback will be a beneficial method of evaluating performance

demonstrates high appraisal value. Individuals who are learning goal oriented
focus attention on the knowledge and skills needed for task proficiency (Yeo &

Neal, 2004). In other words, these individuals monitor their performance on tasks
and level of ability, knowledge, and skills (Butler, 1993; Park et al., 2007; Schmidt
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& Ford, 2003; Wolters, 1993). It is predicted that learning goal orientation will be

positively related to perceived appraisal value in feedback-seeking (Park et al.,
2007). In addition to demonstrating competence, performance-prove goal

oriented individuals often require positive validation or evaluation of their

performance (Park et al., 2007). It is predicted that performance-prove goal
oriented individuals will have high appraisal value associated with feedback
seeking because feedback provides evaluations of their performance. In other

words, performance-prove goal orientation will be positively related to perceived
appraisal value in feedback-seeking (Park et al., 2007).
Ego Cost

Ego cost stems from receiving negative information about the self
(Ashford, 1989; VandeWalle, 2003; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997).

Performance goal oriented individuals believe ability is a fixed attribute that
cannot be developed, therefore they may perceive feedback as a judgment of
their fixed ability (Bobko & Colella, 1994; Farr et al., 1993; VandeWalle &
Cummings, 1997). Learning goal oriented individuals instead believe that ability

is malleable and can be developed. Thus, feedback is likely to be perceived as

diagnostic information that they can use to develop their abilities (Bobko &
Colella, 1994; Farr et al., 1993; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). It is predicted
that being high on both performance-prove and performance-avoid goal

orientation will be positively related to ego cost (Park et al., 2007; VandeWalle et
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al., 2000; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). It is also predicted that being high on

learning goal orientation will be negatively related to ego cost (Park et al., 2007).

Self-Presentation Cost
Self-presentation cost refers to the way an individual feels they are being
perceived by others. According to Ashford (1986) and VandeWalle (2003), when

individuals seek feedback they are risking embarrassment in terms of revealing

their uncertainties and also risking drawing attention to performance deficits.
Essentially, feedback-seeking can be interpreted as a sign of weakness or lack of

confidence (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Levy et al., 1995). Performance goal

oriented individuals believe that they have high levels of ability so they do not
need to seek assistance or feedback (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; VandeWalle &
Cummings, 1997). It is predicted that performance-avoid or performance-prove

goal orientation will be positively related to self-presentation cost regarding
feedback-seeking while learning goal orientation will be negatively related to self
presentation cost (Park et al., 2007).
Types of Feedback

Previous research has focused on the frequency of feedback-seeking,

such as how many times an individual seeks feedback in a situation or during a
period of time (Park et al., 2007). Previous research has also focused on whether
or not an individual chooses to seek feedback. This research has provided an

important foundation regarding the frequency and decisions in the feedback
seeking process however; a significant feature that has largely been absent from
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the literature is the various types of feedback that are available to individuals. In

other words, feedback-seeking is likely more complex than the frequency of
seeking feedback alone. Inclusion of the type of feedback that individuals seek

will provide a better understanding of what orients individuals to seek various
types of feedback.
According to Park et al. (2007) there are four distinct types of feedback.

These include diagnostic, normative, assurance, and no feedback. Normative

feedback is analogous to direct social comparison to other individuals (Park et
al., 2007). Comparisons are needed in order to evaluate performance such as an
individuals’ test score relative to other test scores. Since comparisons help
individuals evaluate their performance, it was predicted that individuals with high
appraisal value will likely seek normative feedback. Corrective information is

provided through diagnostic feedback which includes providing alternatives to

erroneous behavior (Earley, Northcraft, Lee, & Lituchy, 1990; Moreno & Mayer,
2005; Park et al., 2007). Since high expectancy value reflects the desire to

increase competence and improve performance, it was predicted that individuals
with a high expectancy value will likely seek diagnostic feedback (Park et al.,

2007). Diagnostic feedback provides individuals with information which explains
why their performance is erroneous and methods for how to improve

performance. Assurance feedback reinforces or emphasizes positive behavior
(Park et al., 2007). In order to avoid negative feedback, it was predicted that

individuals with a high ego cost will seek feedback that provides positive

20

information (Park et al., 2007). If individuals with high ego cost perceive that

feedback will be negative it was predicted that they will likely choose not to seek

feedback.
Individuals with a high self-presentation cost believe that feedback
seeking will be viewed as a sign of incompetence so they avoid situations in

which their competence will be criticized and may only seek feedback when it will
highlight positive aspects of their performance (Park et al., 2007). Thus, it was

predicted that individuals with a high self-presentation cost will likely seek

assurance feedback and have a preference for no feedback.
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CHAPTER TWO
METHODS

Participants
The participants for this study included individuals of all ages, with a

minimum requirement of 18 years of age. Participants were both men and
women of various ethnic backgrounds. This study was not specific to any age

group, gender, or certain ethnic group however; participants were asked to
respond to several demographic questions in order to examine any patterns that

may have existed regarding goal orientation, cost and value perceptions, and

type of feedback between people from different ages, gender, and/or different
ethnic groups. Due to the nature of the constructs assessed, participants were
also currently working. This study was not specific to part-time, full-time,

entrepreneurs or contingent/temporary employment however, participants were
asked to identify their employment status in order to examine any patterns that

might exist. Descriptive statistics for the final data set and cases with missing

values on 30% or more of the survey items that were discarded and treated as
nonresponsive can be found in Table 1.

Procedures

There were 26 parameters in the present study. Using the Tabachnick and
Fidell (2007) approach to for path analysis of 10 participants per parameter,
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approximately 260 participants were minimally required to perform analyses and
descriptive statistics. In order to obtain the desired 260 working adult participants
the survey link was posted on social media websites (e.g., www.facebook.com)

and forwarded through email via company distribution lists and California State
University, San Bernardino distribution lists. Professional participants did not

receive any compensation fortheir participation. This survey was administered

through the online survey software Qualtrics and took around 15 minutes to
complete. This survey contained debriefing statements and informed consent
forms. Additionally, participants were informed that participation was voluntary.

Measures

An adapted version of a trait goal orientation scale was incorporated into
the survey to identify participant’s goal orientation (VandeWalle, 1997). There

were 16 items that were answered using a 6-point Likert response scale ranging
from 1=strongly agree to 6=strongly disagree. The trait goal orientation measure

was used because research has shown validation of this measure through
exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and nomological network

analysis (VandeWalle, 1997). These validation analyses suggest that the trait
goal orientation measure adequately represents the construct of goal orientation.
Reliability has been achieved through internal consistency and test-retest

analysis (VandeWalle, 1997). Research has demonstrated Cronbach’s alpha

coefficient ranging from .85 to .89 which reveals high internal consistency of this
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measure (VandeWalle, 1997). Correlation coefficients ranging from .57 to .66

demonstrate the test-retest reliability of the trait goal orientation measure
(VandeWalle, 1997).
There was not an existing scale which measures cost and value

perceptions as defined by Park et al. (2007). To measure cost and value
perceptions, the survey items in Ashford’s (1986) feedback-seeking research

were used as the foundation to develop the survey items for the present study.

Cost in feedback seeking was measured using two dimensions, ego cost and
self-presentation cost, and value in feedback seeking will be measured using two
dimensions, appraisal value and expectancy value. The final cost and value
perception scale included 15 items which were measured using a 6-point Likert

response scale ranging from 1=strongly agree to 6=strongly disagree.
Prior research has focused on the frequency of feedback-seeking, such as
the how many times an individual seeks feedback in a situation or simply whether
or not an individual chooses to seek feedback (Park et al., 2007). Park et al.

(2007) added to prior research on feedback-seeking by suggesting and defining
the four distinct types of feedback. These include diagnostic, normative,

assurance, and no feedback. There is not an existing scale which measures type

of feedback as defined by Park et al. (2007). To measure type of feedback
(diagnostic feedback, assurance feedback, normative feedback, and no
feedback) 12 items were created based on the research and definitions of Park
et al. (2007).The four factors are based on the type of information each type of
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feedback provides. Assurance feedback reinforces or emphasizes positive

behavior (Park et al., 2007). Normative feedback provides direct social
comparison to other individuals. Corrective information is provided through

diagnostic feedback which includes providing alternatives to erroneous behavior
(Earley, Northcraft, Lee, & Lituchy, 1990; Moreno & Mayer, 2005; Park et al.,
2007). No information is provided regarding behavior in the no feedback factor.

The individual items were developed in order to assess the feedback-seeking

behaviors of an individual in order to receive a certain type of feedback. The 12

items were measured using a 5-point Likert response scale ranging from 1= not

at all true of me at all to 5= completely true of me.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESULTS

Prior to analysis, key study variables including learning goal orientation,
performance-prove goal orientation, performance-avoid goal orientation, ego

cost, self-presentation cost, appraisal value, expectancy value, diagnostic
feedback, normative feedback, assurance feedback, and no feedback were
examined for accuracy of data entry, missing values, and fit between their

distributions and the assumptions of multivariate analysis.
The original data set contained responses from 407 participants. This

analysis utilized survey responses with at least 70% completed data. Forty eight

cases with missing values on 30% or more of the survey items were discarded

and treated as nonresponsive. Following this process, there were no variables
with 5% or more missing values. Twenty additional cases with missing values on

30% or less of the survey items were replaced by the mean for all cases.
Deleting entire variables was not acceptable for this study because all variables

were critical to this analysis; therefore mean substitution was selected for these
twenty cases (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Multivariate outliers were evaluated

using mahalanobis distance against x2(11 )=31.264. Ten cases with values
greater than 31.264 were treated as multivariate outliers and deleted. The final

number of cases used in this analysis was 349.
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Multicollinearity was evaluated using condition indexes to measure the

dependency of variables. Two dimensions (dimension 11 which was assurance
feedback and dimension 12 which was no feedback) had condition indexes
greater than 30 (condition index for dimension 11 = 53.490, condition index for

dimension 12 = 59.579). Dimension 11, assurance feedback, had no variance

proportions greater than 0.50. Dimension 12, no feedback, had two variance
proportions greater than 0.50. No modifications were made to these variables.

Assumptions

There was evidence that both univariate and multivariate normality were
violated. Seven of the variables (ego cost, self-presentation cost, appraisal

value, expectancy value, normative feedback, assurance feedback, and no
feedback) were univariately skewed, p < .001. Mardia’s Normalized coefficient =

58.8777, p < .001, indicated violation of multivariate normality. Since the model
was skewed and in violation of multivariate normality, the model was estimated
with the robust maximum likelihood estimation and tested with the Satorra-

Bentler scaled chi-square (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Reliability

Cronbach’s alphas were used to determine the reliability of each scale.

Ultimately, all 11 scales contained alphas greater than 0.70. No modifications

were made to 9 out of 11 scales because the total reliability of each of the 9
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scales was high. Reliability for learning goal orientation (a = 0.824), performanceprove goal orientation (a = 0.786), performance-avoid goal orientation (a =
0.878), appraisal value (a = 0.923), expectancy value (a = 0.925), diagnostic

feedback (a =0.884), normative feedback (a =0.946), assurance feedback (a =

0.916), and no feedback (a =0.903) were high with no modification to the scale
items. Prior to the present study there were no existing scales to measure cost

and value perceptions as defined by Park et al. (2007). In order to develop
meaningful scales to measure these constructs it was important to achieve

adequate reliability through modification of the scales. The initial Cronbach’s
alpha achieved for self-presentation cost was a =0.789. In order to achieve an

adequate reliability for ego cost (a = 0.802) item 1 (I think feedback is a judgment
of my abilities), item 3 (I find feedback useful in helping inform me about my

positive skills), and item 5 (Receiving feedback tends to highlight my skills and
abilities) were removed. In order to achieve adequate reliability for self

presentation cost (a = 0.804) item 2 (I would not be nervous about asking others

how they evaluate my behaviors) and item 5 (It would not bother me at all to ask
others for feedback) were removed.

Model Estimation

Path analysis using EQS software was used in order to test study
hypotheses. Path analysis was chosen because there are multiple factors

expected to be present among and there are many predicted relationships
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between the factors and variables. The hypothesized model was not supported

(Figure 2), Satorra-Bentlerx2(1418, N=349)= 3357.17, p < .05, Robust CFl =

.824, RMSEA = .063 indicating a significant difference between the estimated
and observed covariance matrices.
Post hoc model modifications were performed in an attempt to develop a

better fitting model. On the basis of the Lagrange multiplier test and theoretical
relevance, two residual covariances were estimated (residual covariance
between ego cost and self-presentation cost and residual covariance between

expectancy value and appraisal value).The addition of these covariances slightly

improved the model however, the model was not supported, Satorra-Bentler

X2(1416, N=349)= 2881.66, p < .05, Robust CFl = .867, RMSEA = .055. The
Wald test did not produce any suggestions theoretically or statistically sound to
modify the model.

Direct Effects

Expectancy value was predicted by learning goal orientation

(unstandardized coefficient = , p < .05) and performance prove goal orientation
(unstandardized coefficient = .118, p < .05). The present model accounted for
24.6 % of the variance in expectancy value with learning goal orientation and

performance-prove goal orientation. Appraisal value was predicted by learning

goal orientation (unstandardized coefficient = -.282, p < .05) and performance
prove goal orientation (unstandardized coefficient = .087, p < .05). The present
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model accounted for 26.5 % of the variance in appraisal value with learning goal
orientation and performance-prove goal orientation. Ego cost was predicted by

learning goal orientation (unstandardized coefficient = .252, p < .05). The present
model accounted for 18.4% of the variance in ego cost with learning goal
orientation, performance-prove goal orientation and performance-avoid goal
orientation. Performance prove goal orientation did not significantly predict ego
cost (unstandardized coefficient = .011, p < .05). Performance avoid goal

orientation did not significantly predict ego cost (unstandardized coefficient = -

.027, p < .05). Self-presentation cost was predicted by learning goal orientation
(unstandardized coefficient = .299, p < .05). The present model accounted for

16.0% of the variance in self-presentation cost with learning goal orientation and

performance-avoid goal orientation. Performance avoid goal orientation did not
significantly predict self-presentation cost (unstandardized coefficient = .021, p <

.05). Diagnostic feedback was predicted by expectancy value (unstandardized
coefficient = -.626, p < .05). The present model accounted for 29.6% of the
variance in diagnostic feedback by expectancy value. Normative feedback was

predicted by appraisal value (unstandardized coefficient = -.041, p < .05). Less

than 1% of the variance in normative feedback was accounted for by appraisal

value. Ego cost did not significantly predict assurance feedback (unstandardized
coefficient = .296, p < .05). Self-presentation cost did not significantly predict
assurance feedback (unstandardized coefficient = -.091, p < .05). No feedback
was predicted by ego cost (unstandardized coefficient = -.609, p < .05). Self
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presentation cost did not significantly predict no feedback (unstandardized

coefficient = -.070, p < .05). The present model accounted for 30.8% of the

variance in no feedback by ego cost and self-presentation cost. The final model
with robust standardized path coefficients can be found in Figure 2.

31

CHAPTER FOUR
DISCUSSION

This study sought to further the process model of goal orientation and
feedback-seeking proposed by Park et al. (2007) by testing the model in an

applied setting. Additionally, this study aimed to advance the way in which

specific costs and values, as well as types of feedback are operationalized.

Although the model in the current study was not supported, the results suggest
there are significant relationships among constructs.

While previous research has demonstrated the importance of costs and
values, utilizing broad constructs of costs and values does not address how cost

and value perceptions and goal orientation influence feedback-seeking behavior

(Park et al., 2007; VandeWalle, et al., 2000). Park et al. (2007) found support
through factor analysis for four distinct costs and values associated with

feedback-seeking. Expectancy value is determined based on whether or not an

individual values a particular behavior (Park et al., 2007; VandeWalle, 1993;
VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). Appraisal value is determined by whether or
not an individual values evaluation of a particular behavior and ability. Ego cost
stems from receiving negative information about the self (Ashford, 1989;
VandeWalle, 2003; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). Self-presentation cost

refers to the way an individual feels they are being perceived by others. The

present study expanded previous research by utilizing the four distinct cost and
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value perceptions identified by Park et al. (2007) as predictors of feedback

seeking outcomes and to further define the relationships between goal
orientation, cost and value perceptions, and types of feedback. This level of
detail can help further differentiate the influence these perceptions have on

decisions individuals make, the relevance of costs versus values in particular
contexts, and the importance of costs and values to individuals.

The current study was also the first to evaluate the model proposed by

Park et al. (2007) in an applied setting. Evaluating the model in an applied setting
is significant because previous research has focused primarily in educational and
laboratory settings which limit the representation of applied elements.
Specifically, applied elements such as performance consequences, interactions
with managers, and interactions with coworkers occur in the workplace. Since

this study was conducted in an applied setting participants of this study

experienced any combination of these or other applied elements while
participating in the study. Evaluation of the process model of goal orientation and

feedback-seeking in an applied setting is also important because in recent years

there has been an increased emphasis on utilization of feedback for

developmental purposes (Levy & Williams, 2004; Linderbaum & Levy, 2010).
Feedback is a critical component to success in an organization (Park et al., 2007;

Goldstein & Ford, 2002; Milheim & Martin, 1991). The findings from this study

suggest overall that goal orientation is an antecedent toward an individual’s
feedback-seeking behavior.
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As predicted, performance-prove goal orientation had a significant positive

relationship with appraisal value and expectancy value. Individuals with
performance-prove goal orientation seek to demonstrate competence, are

concerned about impression management, and are focused on outcomes (Park
et al., 2007). The present research reinforced that high performance-prove goal

oriented individuals view feedback as a valuable means to demonstrate their

competence. In addition to demonstrating competence, performance-prove goal
oriented individuals often require positive validation or evaluation of their

performance (Park et al., 2007). Performance-prove goal oriented individuals
believe feedback provides evaluations of their performance (Park et al., 2007).
These consistencies with previous research are important to note because this

suggests that the findings of multiple laboratory studies have relevance to the
workplace in that performance-prove goal oriented individuals experience similar

perceptions of appraisal value and expectancy value both in a controlled
environment and when seeking-feedback in their jobs.
The remaining significant relationships in the present study uncovered a

different pattern than previous research. Specifically, several positively predicted
relationships actually resulted in negative relationships. For example, expectancy

value had a negative relationship with diagnostic feedback. Individuals who
perceived high expectancy value were less likely to seek diagnostic feedback.

Fundamentally individuals who perceived high expectancy value did not prefer
corrective information or potential alternative options when seeking feedback.
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Another example of a positively predicted relationship which resulted in a
negative relationship was the negative relationship between appraisal value and
normative feedback. Individuals who perceived high appraisal value associated

with feedback-seeking were less likely to seek normative feedback. In other

words, high appraisal value individuals did not prefer comparisons to other
individuals in order to evaluate their performance.

Two negatively predicted relationships resulted in significant positive
relationships. Learning goal orientation had a positive relationship with ego cost

and self-presentation cost. While these relationships were different in direction
than predicted, they are important because prior research has not uncovered
significant relationships between these constructs. Park et al. (2007) found that

learning goal orientation was not significantly related to ego cost or self
presentation cost.
The differences in findings of this study compared to previous research

reflect that learning goal orientation is in fact related to ego cost and self
presentation cost. Learning goal oriented individuals believe that ability is
malleable and can be developed (VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). Thus,

feedback is perceived as diagnostic information that can be used to develop

abilities (Bobko & Colella, 1994; Farret al., 1993; VandeWalle & Cummings,
1997). Although feedback was perceived as useful in helping learning goal

oriented individuals in developing their abilities, the findings of this study revealed

high learning goal oriented individuals experienced high ego cost associated with
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seeking feedback. These findings suggest that learning goal oriented individuals

perceived there was a higher likelihood they would receive negative information if

they sought feedback. In addition, the findings of this study suggest that learning
goal oriented individuals believe they will be perceived negatively if they seek
feedback.
According to Ashford (1986) and VandeWalie (2003), when individuals

seek feedback they are risking embarrassment in terms of revealing their
uncertainties and also risking drawing attention to performance deficits.

Essentially, feedback-seeking can be interpreted as a sign of weakness or lack of

confidence (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Levy et al., 1995). Since this study was
conducted in an applied setting if learning goal oriented individuals sought
feedback they risked drawing attention to potential performance issues, opened

the door to being interpreted as inadequate, and embarrassment which leads to
receiving negative feedback. According to Lee, Park, Lee, and Lee (2007),

embarrassment can be associated with feedback-seeking. Individuals may also
choose to seek feedback from coworkers instead of supervisors if they are
uncomfortable asking their supervisors for feedback (Lee et al., 2007). In

general, individuals are sensitive to others opinions and prefer to be perceived

positively so they may avoid seeking feedback in front of others (Anseel, Lievens,
& Levy, 2007). In other words, individuals may choose to seek feedback via other
methods such as over the phone, via email, or simply choose not to seek

feedback in order to avoid others from forming negative opinions (Anseel et al.,
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2007). Further, if feedback is focused on the individual and not the task then
receiving feedback can lead to a strong affective response (Anseel et al., 2007).

Emotional reactions can interfere with the individual’s performance so they

perceive a high cost and avoid seeking feedback.
Overall, this study suggests that goal orientation is an antecedent toward
an individual’s feedback-seeking behavior. In other words, an individuals’ goal

orientation was related to their cost and value perceptions of feedback-seeking
which further lead to the preference for and choice of feedback type (Park et al.,
2007). The findings from the present study also suggest more specific

relationships. For example, the costs associated with feedback-seeking are a
significant influence on the choice to seek feedback. Since previous research is
focused largely in educational settings or lab environments, the perceived risks

or costs associated with feedback-seeking may not be as pertinent as in the
workplace. For instance, there is a potentially greater perceived risk in the
workplace associated with seeking feedback because feedback can be perceived

as negative or detrimental to one’s job. Park et al. (2007) suggested that due to
the nature of a laboratory environment participants may be less self-involved.

Further, limited self-involvement decreases the risk of potential negative
feedback (Park et al., 2007). Individuals in the workplace likely have to be more

self-invested in order to seek meaningful feedback because they have actual
costs and values to weigh regarding the choice to seek feedback. Specifically,

individuals have to determine the likelihood of receiving negative information, the
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impact potential negative information will have on them, and how they will be
perceived if they seek feedback versus how meaningful the feedback is for

development, improving performance, or answering any uncertainty regarding an
assignment or performance in general.

Directions for Future Research
The present study provided many meaningful contributions to research in

feedback-seeking and goal orientation however; there are many other areas

which are currently unexplored. The present research uncovered several

relationships which should be explored in future research. For example, learning

goal orientation had a positive relationship with ego cost and self-presentation

cost. Since learning goal oriented individuals have the desire to increase
competence through development of new skills and mastering new situations

(Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Colquitt & Simmering, 1998; Yeo & Neal, 2004),
feedback can be helpful to learning goal oriented individuals by helping them

correct their performance or providing information so they have a deeper

understanding of a situation. Future research should address why learning goal
oriented individuals experience high ego cost and self-presentation cost because

feedback may be helpful for their goals of development. Receiving negative
information about the self may be initially uncomfortable or individuals who
perceive a high ego cost associated with feedback-seeking may want to avoid
negative feedback so they likely seek feedback that provides positive
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information. If an individual perceives low ego cost associated with feedback
seeking they are potentially less likely to seek feedback because they may not

value feedback at all or do not view feedback as negative.
Another example from the present research found that expectancy value

had a negative relationship with diagnostic feedback. Since diagnostic feedback
provides corrective information, individuals who believe they are performing a
behavior that they value correctly are potentially less likely to seek diagnostic

feedback because this type of feedback would suggest they are performing this

behavior incorrectly. Future research could differentiate between seeking
feedback when an individual is performing a behavior correctly versus performing
a behavior incorrectly in order to determine if there is in fact a difference in the

type of feedback individuals seek related to whether they are performing a
behavior correctly or incorrectly. Additional research on the type of feedback

sought as a result of performing behaviors correctly and incorrectly within
organizational settings will help researchers develop a deeper understanding of
the feedback-seeking process and application to the workplace.

Future research could examine the methods individuals use to seek
feedback (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). The present study did not differentiate

between methods used to seek feedback. An individual may seek feedback in
face-to-face meetings with their manager, ask for feedback on an assignment

over email, or may receive feedback through monitoring. Differentiating between
methods used to seek feedback may also uncover unexplored aspects of costs
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and values associated with feedback-seeking. For example, a learning goal
oriented individual may experience higher ego cost associated with feedback
seeking when the feedback is provided face-to-face compared to when feedback

is provided via email.

Research of further dimensions of feedback-seeking such as sources of
feedback-seeking (Vancouver & Morrison, 1995) and the timing with which
individuals seek feedback (Morrison & Bies, 1991) are needed in order to build a

deeper understanding of feedback-seeking. The types of feedback, methods
used to seek feedback, and timing may differ based on the source of the

feedback. For example, an individual may have a preference to seek face-to-face

feedback from a peer and feedback through email from a manager because they
likely interact with their peer on a daily basis and may not interact face-to-face
with their manager as often.

Limitations

This study has several limitations that should be taken into consideration
when evaluating the results. The first limitation concerns the use of an applied

sample through self-report survey measures. This methodology did not provide a
great deal of experimental control however; this methodology did provide higher
levels of self-involvement from participants that may not have been provided

through laboratory research. Some elements, such as ego cost, may have been
particularly sensitive for participants because recruitment emails were sent to
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employee work email addresses. This potentially limited the sample to
employees who had adequate time to complete the survey. Participants who

received the survey through their work email address and did complete the
survey may have been cautious in their responses due to their work environment.
Another limitation of this research concerns the frequency of feedback
seeking opportunities. One of the major contributions of this research was the

focus on the type of feedback sought. However, this research did not distinguish

between regularly scheduled feedback-seeking opportunities such as
performance reviews or one-on-one meetings with supervisors or managers and

the effort an individual makes to seek feedback outside of these regularly
scheduled feedback-seeking opportunities. The scales used to measure cost and
value perceptions and types of feedback were developed for this study. While

adequate reliability was achieved on all scales, additional revision and validation

of these scales is necessary to ensure the scales are measuring applicable
constructs.

Practical Implications

The findings of this study that are of most value to organizations are that
costs associated with feedback-seeking are a significant influence on the choice

to seek feedback. The present study found that learning goal orientation had a
positive relationship with ego cost and self-presentation cost. There is potentially

a greater perceived risk in the workplace associated with seeking feedback
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because feedback can be perceived as negative or detrimental to one’s job.

Since feedback is a critical component to success in organization (Park et al.,
2007; Goldstein & Ford, 2002; Milheim & Martin, 1991) organizations should
consider the ways in which feedback is provided and promoted. For example, the

organization should consider if they are only focused on regularly scheduled
feedback sessions such as mid-year and year end performance evaluations or if

they encourage employees to ask for feedback and if they encourage managers

to be open to providing feedback.
The present study also found that performance-prove goal orientation was
positively related to appraisal value and expectancy value. The value and

meaning that employees place on feedback has an influence on their choice to
seek feedback. Since leadership and career progression remain important

components for competition, (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010) so organizations could
train managers on the feedback-seeking process including skills for providing

useful and applicable feedback. In addition, feedback will continue to be an
essential tool for employees as jobs become increasingly complex and

employees are encouraged to be autonomous in their responsibilities (Morrison &

Vancouver, 2000; Vancouver & Morrison, 1995). Therefore, organizations could
also teach feedback-seeking skills to employees.
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Conclusion
In recent years there has been an increased emphasis on utilization of

feedback for developmental purposes (Levy & Williams, 2004; Linderbaum &
Levy, 2010). Although there has been an increased emphasis on feedback,
existing literature continues to leave several key questions regarding feedback

seeking open and unreciprocated. The process model of goal orientation and
feedback-seeking proposed by Park et al. (2007) provided a foundation to better

understand the costs and values perceived by individuals associated with

feedback-seeking.

This study sought to further evaluate the model proposed by Park et al.
(2007) through examination of these relationships in an applied setting.
Specifically, this study hypothesized that an individuals’ cost and value
perceptions of feedback-seeking were related to their goal orientation which

further led to the preference for certain types of feedback (Park et al., 2007). This
study contributed to existing literature as results were different than predicted by

previous research. Although results were different than predicted in terms of the
directions of relationships, these results are meaningful in that this is the first

study aimed at testing the process model of goal orientation in an applied setting.

The present research reinforced that high performance-prove goal oriented

individuals view feedback as a valuable means to demonstrate their competence.
The differences in findings of this study compared to previous research reflect

that learning goal orientation is in fact related to ego cost and self-presentation
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cost. The findings from the present study overall suggest that costs associated
with feedback-seeking are a significant influence on the choice to seek feedback.

As feedback increasingly becomes useful in organizations it is important to
understand the motives behind feedback-seeking and the types of feedback
individuals seek. Further exploration of variables that influence the process of

feedback-seeking can lead to a deeper understanding of how individual
differences influence feedback-seeking behavior (VandeWalle, 2003).
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Demographic Questions
The following demographic items are being asked in order to summarize the group level
data. They will NOT be used to identify any individual respondent.

1. What is your gender?
□ Male
□ Female
2. What is your age?______
□ 18-24 years of age
□ 25-34 years of age
□ 35-44 years of age
□ 45-54 years of age
□ 55 -64 years of age
□ Age 65 or older
3. What is your ethnic origin?
□ Native American (including Alaskan Native)
□ Asian (including Oriental, Pacific Islander and Filipino)
□ African American
□ Hispanic
□ Caucasian
□ Other

4. What is your current employment status?
□ Full-time employee
□ Part-time employee
□ Contingent/Temporary employee
□ Entrepreneur
□ Volunteer
□ Not employed

5. What industry do you work in?______
□ Forestry, fishing, hunting or agricultural support
□ Utilities
□ Construction
□ Manufacturing
□ Retail Trade
□ Transportation or warehousing
□ Information
□ Finance or insurance
□ Real estate or rental and leasing
□ Professional, scientific, or technical services
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□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Management of companies or enterprises
Administrative support, waste management, or remediation services
Educational services
Health care or social assistance
Arts, entertainment, or recreation
Accommodation or food services
Other (except public administration)
Unclassified establishments

6. What is your career level?
□ Internship
□ Entry Level (Less than 2 years work experience)
□ Professional Level (More than 2 years work experience)
□ Senior Level (More than 5 years work experience)
□ Execu tive/Management
7. How long have you been employed in your current organization?
□ Less than 1 year to 3 years
□ 3 to 5 years
□ 5 to 10 years
□ more than 10 years

Demographic Questions. Developed by Naomi L. King for the present study.
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Goal Orientation
Using the rating scale below, please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree
with the following statements:

1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Factor I: Learning Goal Orientation

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

I often read materials related to my work to improve my ability.
Iam willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from.
I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge.
I enjoy challenging and difficult tasks at work where I’ll learn new skills.
For me, development of my work ability is important enough to take risks.
I prefer to work in situations that require a high level of ability and talent.

Factor H: Performance-Prove Goal Orientation
7. I would rather prove my ability on a task that I can do well at than to try a new
task.
8. I’m concerned with showing that I can perform better than my coworkers.
9. I try to figure out what it takes to prove my ability to others at work.
10.1 enjoy it when others at work are aware of how well I am doing.
11.1 prefer to work on projects where I can prove my ability to others.

Factor III: Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation
12.1 would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I would appear
rather incompetent to others.
13. Avoiding a show of low ability is more important to me than learning a new skill.
14. I’m concerned about taking on a task at work if my performance would reveal that
I had low ability.
15.1 prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform poorly.
16. When I don’t understand something at work, I prefer to avoid asking what might
appear to others to be “dumb questions” that I should know the answer already.
Goal Orientation Scale. Adapted from Park, G., Schmidt, A., Scheu, C., & DeShon, R.
(2007). A process model of goal orientation and feedback seeking. Human
Performance, 20, 119-145. Retrieved from PsycINFO database.
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Cost and Value Perceptions
The following questions address your thoughts regarding receiving feedback at work.
Using the rating scale below, please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree
with the following statements:
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Ego Cost
1. I think feedback is a judgment of my abilities.
2. I believe if I seek feedback, others would think negatively about my capabilities.
3. I find feedback useful in helping inform me about my positive skills.
4. Feedback rarely gives me information about my talents.
5. Receiving feedback tends to highlight my skills and abilities.
6. I believe feedback is ineffective in helping me develop my abilities.
7. Feedback only provides unfavorable information about my abilities.
8. I believe feedback is a criticism of my abilities.
Self-Presentation Cost
9. I think others would think worse of me if I asked them for feedback.
10.1 would not be nervous about asking others how they evaluate my behaviors (R).
11. It is not a good idea to ask others for feedback; they might think you are
incompetent.
12. It is embarrassing to ask others for their impression of how I am doing at work.
13. It would not bother me at all to ask others for feedback (R).
14. It is better to try and figure out how you are doing on your own rather than ask
others for feedback.

Appraisal Value
15. It is important to me to get feedback on what behaviors will help me do better in
performing my job.
16.1 find feedback on my performance useful.
17. It is important to me to receive feedback on my performance.
18.1 think feedback is a useful way to evaluate my performance.
19.1 believe feedback is a helpful way to evaluate my abilities.
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Expectancy Value
20. It is important for me to receive feedback on my potential for development.
21.1 would like to get more feedback on what behaviors will help me advance within
the company.
22.1 believe feedback is beneficial for improving my performance.
23. Receiving feedback provides learning opportunities.
24.1 find feedback useful in helping me develop my abilities.

Cost and Value Perceptions Scale. Adapted from Ashford, S. (1986). Feedback-seeking
in individual adaptation: A resource perspective. Academy of Management
Journal, 29, 465-487. doi: 10.2307/256219.
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Type of Feedback

Using the rating scale below, please indicate how true the following statements are of
you:
12

Not at all True
of Me at all

Somewhat
True of Me

3

4

5

Moderately
True of Me

Very True of
Me

Completely
True of Me

Factor I: Diagnostic Feedback
1. When I solicit feedback, I ask others for feedback that provides corrective
information.
2. I ask others for feedback about how I might do my job differently.
3. I seek feedback that provides information regarding why my performance is not
satisfactory.
4. I ask others for feedback on how to improve my performance.
5. I ask others if my performance is acceptable.
6. I seek feedback that provides constructive criticism.
Factor II: Normative Feedback
7. When I solicit feedback, I ask others for feedback that provides information
concerning the quality of my performance relative to the quality of my co-workers
performance.
8. I ask others for feedback that compares my performance to the performance of my
co-workers.
9. I seek feedback that provides information regarding my skills in comparison to
my co-workers skills.
10.1 ask others for feedback that provides direct comparison to my co-workers.
11.1 ask others to judge my performance relative to others.
12.1 seek feedback that provides comparative information.
Factor HI: Assurance Feedback
13. When I solicit feedback, I ask others for feedback that shows my performance in a
positive light.
14.1 ask others for feedback that highlights the positive aspects of my performance.
15.1 seek feedback that minimizes negative information about my performance.
16.1 ask others for feedback that acknowledges my good performance.
17.1 seek feedback that promotes my performance.
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Factor IV: No Feedback
18.1 typically avoid asking others for feedback.
19.1 rarely seek information about my performance.
20.1 seldom seek feedback which compares my performance to my co-workers
performance.

Types of Feedback Scale. Developed by Naomi L. King for the present study.
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Information Statement
Thank you for your participating in our study designed to investigate goal orientation and
feedback-seeking. This study is being conducted by Naomi King, a graduate student of
the master’s program in Industrial-Organizational Psychology at California State
University, San Bernardino, under the supervision of Dr. Mark Agars. This study has
been approved by the Department of Psychology Institutional Review Board Sub
committee of California State University, San Bernardino.
This study involved no risks beyond those of everyday life, nor any direct benefits to you
as an individual beyond the participation in psychological research. In order to ensure the
validity of the study, we ask that you do not discuss this study with other participants or
other individuals who may also serve as participants.

If you have any questions or concerns about this study, please feel free to contact Dr.
Mark Agars at (909) 537-7500 or via magars@csusb.edu. It is unlikely that any
psychological harm will result from participation in this study. However, if you would
like to discuss any distress you have experienced, do not hesitate to contact the CSUSB
Counseling Center (909-537-5040) or Dr. Agars. Summary results of this study will be
available from Dr. Agars after April 4, 2012.

58

APPENDIX E
TABLES

59

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics
Variable
Gender
Male
Female
Age
18-24 years of age
25 - 34 years of age
35 - 44 years of age
45 - 54 years of age
55 - 64 years of age
65 or older
Ethnicity
Caucasian
Hispanic
Asian
African American
Native American
Pacific Islander
Other
Employment Status
Full-time employees
Part-time employees
Contingent or temporary
employees
Entrepreneurs
Volunteers
Other
Not employed
Industry of Employment
Utility
Educational Services
Health Care or Social
Assistance
Other Services (except public
administration)
Professional, Scientific, or
Technical Services
Administrative Support, Waste
Management, or Remediation

Final Data Set n (%)

Deleted Cases n (%)

126 (35.1%)
229 (63.8%)

25 (56.8%)
19 (43.2%)

96 (26.7%)
107 (29.8%)
57 (15.9%)
62 (17.3%)
28 (7.8%)
8 (2.2%)

22 (50%)
14(31.8%)
3 (6.8%)
1 (2.3%)
3 (6.8%)
1 (2.3%)

242 (67.4%)
53 (14.8%)
25 (7.0%)
21 (5.8%)
1 (0.3%)
1 (0.3%)
13 (3.6%)

26 (60.5%)
6 (13.9%)
8 (18.6%)
2 (4.7%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1 (2.3%)

259 (72.1%)
52 (14.5%)
23 (6.4%)

18 (40.9%)
8 (18.2%)
5 (11.4%)

8 (2.2%)
7(1.9%)
10 (2.8%)
N/A

3 (6.8%)
2 (4.5%)
3 (6.8%)
5(11.4%)

121 (33.7%)
53 (14.8%)
30 (8.4%)

9(28.1%)
3 (9.4%)
3 (9.4%)

27 (7.5%)

3 (9.4%)

25 (7.0%)

1 (3.1%)

12 (3.3%)

0 (0%)
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Final Data Set n (%)

Variable

Deleted Cases n (%)

Services
Retail Trade
9 (2.5%)
1 (3.1%)
Unclassified Establishments
0
(0%)
9 (2.5%)
Accommodation or Food
8 (2.2%)
1 (3.1%)
Services
Finance or Insurance
7(1.9%)
2 (6.3%)
7(1.9%)
Management of Companies or
2 (6.3%)
Enterprises
Arts, Entertainment, or
5(1.4%)
1 (3.1%)
Recreation
Transportation or Warehousing
5(1.4%)
0 (0%)
Construction
0 (0%)
5 (1.4%)
Manufacturing
4(1.1%)
1 (3.1%)
Information Industry
4 (1.1%)
3 (9.4%)
Real Estate or Rental and
4(1.1%)
1 (3.1%)
Leasing
Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, or
1 (0.3%)
1 (3.1%)
Agricultural Support
Career Level
Senior Level (more than 5 years 158 (44.0%)
8 (23.5%)
work experience)
Professional Level (2 to 5 years
91 (25.3%)
8 (23.5%)
work experience)
Internship
58 (16.2%)
13 (38.2%)
Entry Level (less than 2 years
47 (13.1%)
5 (14.7%)
work experience)
Length of Employment in Current
Organization
Less than 1 year to 3 years
174 (48.5%)
25 (73.5%)
3 to 5 years
59 (16.4%)
4(11.8%)
5 to 10 years
45 (12.5%)
1 (2.9%)
More than 10 years
80 (22.3% )
4(11.8%)
Note. These descriptive statistics compare the final data set to cases with
missing values on 30% or more of the survey items that were discarded and
treated as nonresponsive.
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Table 2

Mean, Standard Deviation, Percent Missing, and Reliability for Scales

Scales

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Percent
Missing (N)

Reliability

Learning Goal
Orientation

5.11

0.76

0.3% (358)

0.824

Performance-Prove
Goal Orientation

3.87

0.99

0.0% (359)

0.786

Performance-Avoid
Goal Orientation

2.67

0.98

0.0% (359)

0.878

Ego Cost

2.50

0.57

0.0% (359)

0.802

Self-Presentation Cost

2.20

0.74

0.3% (358)

0.804

Appraisal Value

5.07

0.77

0.0% (359)

0.923

Expectancy Value

5.14

0.73

1.1% (355)

0.925

Diagnostic Feedback a

3.38

0.90

1.1% (355)

0.884

Normative Feedback a

1.83

1.02

3.3% (347)

0.946

Assurance Feedback a

2.17

0.98

4.5% (343)

0.916

No Feedback a

1.69

0.91

4.2% (344)

0.903

(a)

Note. Total N= 349. aThe items for types of feedback are on a different scale
compared to the items for goal orientation and cost and value perceptions
therefore, unstandardized means and standard deviations are reported here.
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Figure 1. Hypothesized feedback-seeking model

Individual Differences

Cost/Value Perceptions

Feedback Type

Note: ----- ► Represents a positively hypothesized relationship

---- ► Represents a negatively hypothesized relationship
Figure 1. Adapted from Park, G., Schmidt, A., Scheu, C., & DeShon, R.
(2007). A process model of goal orientation and feedback seeking. Human
Performance, 20, 119-145. Retrieved from PsycINFO database.
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Figure 2. Final feedback-seeking model
Individual Differences

Cost/Value Perceptions

Feedback Type

Note: ----- ► Represents a positive relationship
—► Represents a negative relationship

Figure 2. Final structural equation model after model modification.
Satorra-Bentlerx2(1416, N=349)= 2881.66, p< .05, Robust CFI = .867, RMSEA
= .055. Standardized path coefficients and covariances are included. * p < .05.
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